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SUBJECT H Comments on Proposed Contract Between

. I o2 the Office of Treining

1. Following receipt of your raquest of yesterday that
this office comment upon the subject propoeal, several inguiries
were made by this office of a well-known local producer of
commercial documentsry films for the Govermment in sn effort
to develop points of comperison hetween the substance of this
proposal end accepted commercial practice. In addition, back-
ground information not contained in the original paper requesting
the approval of the Director of Central Intelligence, concerning
the relations between the Office of Training and Nr was
solicited from Mr. I Deputy Director o o
in the sbasence of the Dirsctor of Training. The results of
this exploration are as follows:

. To begin with, it is spparent that a verbal agree-
ment between a representative of the Office of Training
acting as sgent for the Dirsctor of Training, sud M.
existed as an outgrowth of conversations between the prinei-
pels. This agreement, notebly that a $3000 fee for the
services set forth in the propossd ocontract was 3
stemmed from sn esrlier opinion from My. t $5000
would be his price for doing this particu Job. I em
adviged that the Office of Training had asked Mr. [ i
he would be interested in undertsking this assigoment in
the first place, and thst the Director of Training sub-
sequently suthorized a representative of his office to
come to terms with Mr.JJllll &t any mutually satisfactory
figure below $5000. Consequently, tbe opinicn of this
office as to the rectitude of this contract for personal
services 1s being rendered pretty largely from a t facto
point of view, s position that necessesrily lmu%'ew
of action.

b. In view of the additional information developed
by this office, relative to technical matters involved in
the proposed filming, it now appears that the estadblished
figure of $3000 is ecceptable, subject ouly to certain
modifications which I would suggest in the method of pay-
ment, end which are detailed elsevhere in this commentary.
The background facts are these:
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1. Were this film to be shot under comparable condi-
tions in the United States, using = union cmmeraman,
who would charge the union rate of $200 per day for
his services, including the use of his equipment, but
not including £1lm or local travel necessary to reach
ventsge points for shooting, it is estimmted that the
shooting schedule would cell for 14 days, which allows

for possible bed weasther. This would totel $2800 in all.

2. fince interior cemera work will be required, in
addition to the background photography of the exterior
location, I sm told that the cemersman would be cbliged
to hire a union electrician for the 1k days, at a
sslary of from $75 to $100 per week. Added to the
previcus $2500, this approximates the $3000 set forth
in the proposed contract.

3. Although “free.lance photographers”, of which
Mr. sppears to be one, generally 4o not stend
on union rules in these matiers, and on occasion may
be engaged for es little as $50 per day, their price
is largely & function of their reputstion, and I am
ssgured by the Deputy Director of Training that Mr.

njoys an excellent reputation in his chosen

field. Therefore, his fee does not appesr unreasonable.

2. I do believe it might be proper to suggest s modifica-
ticn of the method of payment for these services, in the event
that the monies sat forth in the proposal are accepted without
alteration. As it novw stends, the proposal is that Mr.
receive an initial $1000 at the signing of the contract (and
presumably the $400. to buy his £ilm), $1000 et the time he
begins shooting, and $1000 cn delivery snd approval by the
Office of Training. This wmesns that 1f, for some resaon, the
£ilm were deemsd ungatisfactory at the time of delivery to IR,
Mr. would only stani to lose $1000, cut of an entirs smount
of § for the venture, while the Agency would be out 7O percent
of the smount., It might be better to esteblish it as follows:

a. At the time of sxecution of the contract,

the
Agency to pay Mr. ] 4500 es & retatner, plus $400
for the £ilm.

b. The Agancy to pey Mr. -$m on comence-
ment of shooting on location.

1/01 : CIA-RDP786%:%7E‘%9§§§Q§,170007-7

25X1A5A1




Approved For Release 2001/ﬁDP78-0471 8A001000170007-7

PR

ER: 5-8895
f ¢. On delivery of the film, and certification as
25X1A5A1 to its value by OIR, Mr. iito receive & fimal pay-
ment of $1500.
| 3. The proposal above would ssem to give Mr. [l added
25X1A5A1 lncentive to produce a quelity product, and at the same time to

reduce the possible loss to CIA {frem 70% to about 56%) in the
event the finished profduct did not meet OfM's standards.

4. In view of the circumstances set forth above, It would
appear that the approval of the Deputy Director of Cegtral
Intelligence in this instance is indicated.

LAWRENCE R. HOUSTON
| Acting Deputy Director
| {Administration)

Attachments:
Contract Inforsation and Check List
Memo to DCI from DIR 4Atd 9 Aug 5b

| Subject: Contract with Mr,
25X 1ABAT ]
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